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CLAIMANT

Vlhether the claimant had a contract or reasonable assurance of
employment within the meaning of Section 4 (f) (5) of the l-aw;
whether the claimant was overpaid benefits under Section 17 (d)
of the lawi and whether the claimant was able to work,
available for work and actively seeking work within the
meaning of Section 4 (c) of the law.

-NOTICE 
OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT-

YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH

TAKEN IN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

THE COUNTY IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

THE PERIOO FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON

THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAY BE

OF BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

August 29, 1987

_ APPEARANCES -
FOR THE CLAIMANT: FOR THE EMPLOYER

REV]EW ON THE RECORD

Upon review of the record in this case, the Board of Appeal-s
affirms the decision of the Hearing Examiner with regard to
Section 4 (c) of the law but reverses the decision with regard



to Section 4 (f) (5) and the resulting overpayment under Section
17 (d) .

In order for a claimant
4(f) (5) there must be:

to be disqualj-fied under Section

. a reasonable assurance that the individual- will
perform the service in the period immediatelv following
the vacatj-on period or holj-day recess. IEmphasis added.]

The holiday recess in question here was from December 22,1986
until January 1-, 1-981. Due to a lack of sufficient enrollment,
the claimant did not have reasonable assurance of returning
until January 29, l98l , almost a month after the holiday
recess ended. This is not immediately folJ-owing the recess and
therefore is not reasonable assurance within the meaning of
Section 4 (f) (5) of the law.

DEC]S]ON

The claimant did not have reasonable assurance that she would
return to her employment within the meaning of Section 4 (f) (5)
of the Maryland Unemployment fnsurance Law. NO disqualifica-
tion is imposed under Section 4 (f) (5) of the Maryland
Unemployment Insurance Law.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner with regard to
4 (f) (5) is reversed.

Section

The claimant is not overpaid
the l-aw.

benefits under Section 17 (d) of

The decision of the Hearing Examiner with regard to Section
17 (d) is reversed.

The claimant did not meet the eligibility requirements of
Section 4(c) of the 1aw. Benefits are denied for the week
beginni-ng Eebruary I, L981 and until the claimant meets all of
the requirements of Section 4 (c) of the Maryland Unemployment
fnsurance Law.

The deci-si-on of the
4 (c) is af firmed.

Hearing Examiner with regard to Section
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